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PREFACE
Some comments must be given here in preparation for the
reading of the following text. First, the machine upon
which the text was generated is incapable of producing a
superscript. Consequently, notes are identified within
brackets, thusly [11]. Second, the machine also is unable
to change the format spacing within the body of the text.
Therefore quotes are spaced at 1^ just like the body of the
text .
A personal privilege will be taken here. I would like
to express my gratitude to the Biblical Studies Department
and the Theological Department of Asbury Theological
Seminary, especially Dr. David Thompson for his continued
efforts in helping me with this paper. He has tried to
"raise" me theologically to be more humble, less simplistic
with my thinking, and less naive about various issues. Even
though this text still shows these signs, for which I take
full responsibility, he has not failed. He has accomplished
what others could not. He has successfully gained the goal
of getting me to realize my arrogance and need for extensive
study. I am very grateful.
I would also like to have my appreciation of my wife,
Debbie, written here. She has tirelessly given me support,
encouragement, strength, loyalty, and love. Without her
sacrifices and constant comfort, I could not have
accomplished this task.
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1CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION
Having completed all but one semester of M.Div. work at
Asbury Theological Seminary, I found myself being called by
God for further study. It was made clear to me that this
was to begin with an M.A. in Biblical Studies. This was
undertaken at the same institution. Having completed all
course work for both degrees, I found myself still facing
the task of this thesis. At the time a decision had to be
made about the subject, I still had no known subject of
interest for study. The suggestion was made by Dr. David
Thompson, the reader for this thesis, that I concentrate my
efforts on studying the interpretive methods that have been
used in Biblical Studies for approximately the last 150
years .
In an M.Div. curriculum, it is my understanding that
it is improbable to gain competence in learning to handle
the Biblical text and secondary sources. Consequently,
Asbury has chosen to concentrate its efforts on training
it's students to handle the Biblical text hoping that they
will take the initiative to learn how to also handle the
secondary sources, i.e. commentaries. I had not done this
in the M.Div. work, nor in my M.A. course work. So after
some reflection, the suggestion by Dr. Thompson was embraced
as a necessary element in my preparation for further study.
Even though this is my first significant exposure to
secondary sources, I found myself wrestling with the
commentators regarding not only their conclusions, but also
their methodologies and what I believe to be the underlying
presuppositions to those methodologies. So I found the
work to be much more involved than simply discussing the
final results of the study of the text.
I relied on some Introductions to identify those who
use Form Criticism, Source Criticism, Literary Criticism,
2etc. And even then, there were not enough explicit
statements regarding the individual scholars and the methods
they use.
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM
This research proposes to identify and evaluate the
major distinctive interpretive methodologies and any
corresponding presuppositions employed by Biblical Scholars
in their individual studies of Amos 7:1-9:15 since 1850.
Exegetical commentaries in English publications will be used
primarily but not exclusively.
The subproblems of this are as follows. First, an
attempt will be made to identify the mechanics of each
method, the steps involved, in order to identify the
particular methods employed by each scholar. Secondly, an
attempt will be made to discern any corresponding
presuppositions which would lead one to use that particular
method. Thirdly, there will be a discussion of any
implications of these methods. And finally, there will be a
discussion concerning the strengths and weaknesses of these
methods .
THE GENERAL METHOD OF PROCEDURE
It was necessary to reduce the vast amount of material
to what would be realistically manageable. So the first
step was to decide on a particular text of scripture which
has received considerable attention over this time period so
as to be able to locate works which demonstrate a wide
variety of interpretive methods. The text of Amos was
chosen, but this turned out to be still too broad. So the
text of Amos 7-9 was finally chosen. In addition to this,
it was necessary to limit the number of sources to be
studied. Consequently, in order to cover a representative
look at how different methods are used to study this text, a
limit was set for detailed study at 4-5 sources per each 50
years in the time period 1850-1990. Every attempt was made
3to study a vide variety of methods since this was the
primary purpose.
This work is divided into three chapters, each dealing
primarily with five scholars over a period of five decades,
thus giving a representative view of the variety of methods
used in studying Amos 7-9. There will be some overlap
necessary for comparison, but the attempt will be made to
handle each method somewhat independently.
The evaluations will obviously proceed from the present
writer's own theological and methodological presuppositions
and practices. These will be explained at this time.
THEOLOGICAL AND METHODOLOGICAL FRAMEWORK
Theologically, the present author comes to the text
with the full expectation of it being revelation from God.
It is not believed that the text of Amos, in its present
form was a result of men thinking their way through issues
from a purely logical or naturalistic manner. On the other
hand, it would be inaccurate to say that God dictated the
message to the prophet by a strictly verbal method. It is
possible that the present form of the text was not achieved
during the life of the prophet. This is unlikely, but may
be conceded. However, the present writer believes that the
prophet had an encounter with God that resulted in a
tremendous and revolutionary change in the prophet's
thinking. Because of the prophet's encounter with God, the
prophet actually viewed life and history differently than he
had previously and differently than those who had not had
such an encounter.
The same thing can be seen in the life of Peter at
Pentacost. Prior to Pentacost, Peter did not understand the
cross and that the Christ had to suffer. Subsequent to
Pentacost, when he stood to speak, he spoke of how Moses and
the prophets had spoken of this. There was a radical change
in his understanding of salvation history. And this is the
sort of thing that happened when Amos had his encounter with
4God. Amos' thinking, understanding, and insight had just
such a radical focus that he viewed life differently.
Because of this, when he recorded his message, it was
revelation and not something he had arrived at strictly by
looking at the history of his people, nor by looking at
creation. What Amos received could not therefore be labeled
as "general" revelation. And this is the very reason why the
present writer has no problem believing the prophet was
responsible for recording the entire message as it now
stands. The reference to "two years before the earthquake"
(1:1) does not require a second hand. The prophet was
probably still alive beyond even those two years.
The present theological positions, it is believed can
be witnessed in the work of J.I. Packer, Donald Bloesch, H.
Orton Wiley, and to some extent W.R. Harper and Wolfhart
Pannenberg. There is agreement to some extent with Brevard
Childs in the area that the text is primarily theological
material entrusted to a religious community and must
ultimately be interpreted as to its relevance to and for
that religious community.
With this framework, it is probably relatively obvious
that the present writer assumes Amos authored 9:8b-15. This
is a controversial passage. Some believe the prophet spoke
these words, others believe he wrote them but did not speak
them, and still others believe these words were added later.
The reason for the present position that the prophet
authored (spoke and/or wrote) these words is because there
is no convincing evidence to the contrary. In this writer's
opinion, the philosophical and even historical arguments
against his authorship do not stand up convincingly. This
is why one Form Critic (Wolff) concludes it is an addition
[1] whereas another Form Critic (Hayes) concludes that it
has been authored by the prophet himself [2]. It must be
assumed this document began as we now have it until it is
shown convincingly otherwise.
In contrast to the present position, some scholars
5assume Amos did not author this passage. One cannot
objectively start there; however, they believe they can.
Consequently, this study disagrees with any interpreter who
will begin on another's conclusion that this passage is an
addition. There is disagreement with any interpreter who
stands with those who say that eschatological material was
late and therefore this passage is late. There is no need
to lump all eschatological material together as late. When
one does this, the process leans more toward a strictly
developmental theology than a revelational theology and it
is not believed by the present writer that the text will
warrant this.
The present writer's methodological presuppositions
need to be laid out. It is held here that one should come
to the text as one contained within a collection
historically known as the "Book of the Twelve" along with
the other minor prophets. Amos was not contained in a
collection of assorted literary pieces from the Ancient Near
East. History needs to be viewed as a reliable source in
the case that this piece of literature has always been
associated with a group of people who claim to have had an
encounter with God and claim that this book is part of the
record of their relationship with God. Consequently, the
present writer begins to study Amos with the presupposition
that in Amos there will be found a partial record of what
God has told His people through the centuries. The message
was written to keep a record of what God wanted said at that
time in that context and consequently is a valid message
whenever the social context repeats itself throughout
history, or to be used in order to prevent a recurrence of
such a social context.
As a result of this, regardless the reconstruction one
may want to do on this piece in trying to show how it came
to its final form, eventually we need to allow the text to
speak as it now stands. Consequently, there is disagreement
with interpreters who want to separate the pieces and handle
6them separately without finally seeing how they mesh and fit
together. The text is now found in the context of a group
of documents (the Bible) which has been understood
historically to be the only objective witness to "special"
revelation. That is the way the present writer understands
the overall situation. If we are to do justice to the
argument that context is everything, (which seems to have a
consensus) then we must address the text as it stands in
relation to the Church as authoritative scripture. It is
not enough to place it in its historical context only,
because within the corpus of scripture is the underlying
contextual presupposition that this text along with the
others is relevant for today.
In the present writer's methodological framework, it is
proper to begin with just observing the evidence. And
because we eventually have to deal with it in its present
shape, it is necessary to discern how it fits together as
literature. Next, one must gather information about the
historical context in which the message was given and
interpret all this along with the observations made
initially. Then, because it should ultimately be handled as
a theological document entrusted to the people of God
presently known as the Church of Christ, it is necessary to
discern how it should be understood subsequent to the cross
of Christ for the present generation. And finally, the
application phase. And this may be the single most vital
step in the process. Since it is not simply an academic
exercise on an ancient piece of literature, but it is a
practice that reveals life and how to live that life, the
interpreter then is bound theologically to live in
accordance with what the text claims. This methodology can
be seen in a simplified form in David Thompson's Bible Study
That Works [3] or in a thorough form in Robert Traina's
Methodical Bible Study [4J. It is practiced in John
Oswalt's work, Isaiah 1-39, and Victor Hamilton's work.
Genesis 1-17, both in the NICOT series.
7REVIEW OF RELEVANT LITERATURE
It was very difficult to discern what scholars should
be studied in detail because even among scholars who
employed the same method, there was not always agreement.
The most profound disagreement can be viewed, as has been
stated, within the present generation's Form Critics. Wolff
believes the hope passage is in the third strata,
considerably later. Whereas John Hayes believes the hope
passage is by the prophet himself. It was also difficult
because the beginning presuppositions changed right around
the turn of the century. Prior to 1890, literary sources
and the scientific method were considered as options to be
accepted or rejected. Some scholars after examining the
evidence would embrace the idea of editors and separate
sources, while others would reject the whole process. The
majority seem to accept only a chosen few aspects of the
scientific method.
After 1920 there seems to be a general consensus in
embracing the whole of the scientific method. The scholars
in general embraced the option of sources as a beginning
presupposition to their study of the text. As far as can be
discerned, it was during those intervening 30 years that
what had previously been considered an option had now become
the foundational beginning from which to start any serious
study of Amos.
OUTLINE
After the introduction, the ouline followed in this
paper unfolds in three primary chapters, "1850-1890",
"1890-1940", and "1940-1990". Each has an examination of the
exegetical work of five scholars. There is an analysis of
each as exclusively as possible but because of the nature of
analysis itself, comparisons and contrasts will take place.
In the chapter "1850-1890", the work of five scholars
will be studied in some detail. All five, Henderson, Ewald,
Keil, Davidson, and Farrar, were scholars in their own
8right. Some produced considerably more literature than the
others, but all produced significant contributions to Amos
studies .
All five bring other literature of the Ancient Near
East into their discussion of the text of Amos 7-9. Farrar
is the only one to bring in information other than
literature in discussing the content of the Black Obelisk.
One of the necessary ingredients to the descriptive stage as
well as the evaluative stage of this chapter will be the
mention of the issues that were driving scholars at that
time. Were they off on their own in their study? Were they
seeking the same answers others were in their study? Was
extra-biblical material appropriate evidence? These and
other issues will be dealt with in each chapter.
Out of all these men, Keil is the only one of them who
rejected the scientific method. He claimed it was not a
legitimate method. He did not go into great detail about
this but did reject it. Of the five in the first chapter,
he is the only one who believes strongly enough to make such
a statement.
In chapter two, "1890-1940", there is some overlap in
the decade 1890-99 but it is for purposes of being able to
manage the material. There is one, Farrar (who wrote in
1890) with chapter one, while others in the same decade are
discussed in chapter two. Those in chapter two are the
works of S.R. Driver, G.A. Smith, W.R. Harper, E. Sellin,
and E.A. Edgehill.
A trained scholar will recognize some of these
immediately as critics. These are set side by side with
those of the previous chapter (as well as the following) who
were not critics per se. This is deliberate to get a
representative view of how this passage in Amos was
understood, what issues were seen as most vital, what issues
were actually given attention, and so forth. These scholars
do not have their methods "crystallized" as those in the
last chapter.
9The last chapter, "1940-1990", is a study of how a form
critic views this work in the presentation of Wolff. There
will also be a look at the views of literary critics in the
work of Anderson and Freedman, as well as the canonical
approach of Childs. And there will be an examination of the
work of J.L. Mays.
Introductions and other such works have been used to
understand and identify the different methods used, and by
which scholars. These did not see it as their task to give a
review of different styles and scholars, so there are some
methods left out as well as some study of the same method as
they are used by different scholars; i.e. form criticism in
the work of Hayes and Wolff. But the overall purpose in
researching and writing this has been to get a
representative view of a variety of methods by using Amos
7-9 as the text.
Finally, there will be a brief chapter providing an
overall summary of the work throughout this paper.
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NOTES
1 Wolff, Hans Walter, Joel and Amos of the Hermeneia
series, (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1977), 113.
2 Hayes, John H. , Amos The eighth Century Prophet: His
Times and His Preaching, (Nashville: Abingdon, 1988), 223.
3 David L. Thompson, Bible Study that Works, (Wilmore:
Francis Asbury Press, 1982). Thompson takes Traina's four
step method and simplifies it making it more accessible to
the laity.
4 Robert A. Traina, Methodical Bible Study: a new
approach to hermeneut ics , (New York: Ganis and Harris,
1952). Traina makes a four step process he titles
"observation", "interpretation", "evaluation", and
"application". He argues that the scriptures claim that if
one does not apply to life what one learns from the
scriptures then they will actually lose (over a period of
time) what insight they have. The reverse is also true,
that if one applies to life what one learns from scripture
then one will gain ability to understand more thoroughly.
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CHAPTER TWO
1850 - 1890
The period of 1850-1890 marked the beginning of an
exponential increase in knowledge pertaining to Scripture;
its culture, its people, and its language. There were
numerous scholars making consistent, considerable gains in
the knowledge and subsequent exegesis and exposition of
Scripture. Amos studies was one area that received much
attention. Presently, only a cross-section of that
attention will be discussed and then only how those
particular scholars handle the text of Amos 7:1-9:15. Those
whose work will be discussed in this chapter are Ebenezer
Henderson (1784-1858), Georg Heinrich August Ewald
(1803-1875), Johann Karl Friedrich Keil (1807-1888), Andrew
Bruce Davidson (1831-1902), and Frederic William Farrar
(1831-1903), thus taking a representative look at how Amos
7-9 was understood during those forty years.
These particular scholars were selected from diverse
criteria. It was desired to have one scholar per decade and
primarily from exegetical commentaries. As the search
progressed, it was noted that these five were being cited by
others regularly. Even though Davidson's work was not from
a commentary, he was cited regularly. As a result of these
three criteria, it was decided to treat these five in some
detail, expecting to show a representative account of how
Amos was understood during this time period.
THE SCHOLARS
To facilitate a better understanding of each scholar to
be discussed, a brief biography of each follows. Attention
is given to background information which the present writer
believes is relevant to their work, versus a list of their
publications .
Ebenezer Henderson (1784-1858), was an Icelandic
missionary, the youngest son of farming parents, George
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Henderson and Jean Buchanan. He was educated at Dunduff
school and Dunfermline. In 1803, he entered Robert
Haldane's seminary, Edinburgh. Upon completion, he joined
John Paterson for mission work in India. Being turned away
from India, they preached in Copenhagen and devoted
themselves to founding Bible societies in Denmark, Sweden,
Norway, Iceland, and Russia.
He was an accomplished scholar in Latin, Greek, Hebrew,
French, German, Danish, and Swedish. He formed and pastored
the first Congregational Church in Sweden. During 1812-13,
he supervised the translation of the New Testament into
Icelandic. In 1816, he traveled to St. Petersburg and under
Emporer Alexander, he printed the Bible in ten languages and
dialects [ 1 ] .
Georg Heinrich August Ewald (1803-1875), was an
Orientalist and Biblical scholar. He studied classical
philology, Orientalia, and theology in his native town of
Gottingen. After teaching for two years at Wolfenbuttel , he
returned to Gottingen in 1824 to teach on the theology
faculty. In 1836, he was made doctor of theology by the
faculty of Copenhagen. He studied Hebrew and Arabic
extensively .
After a four month sojourn in England, he accepted a
position at Tubingen, where he taught in the philosophy and
theology faculties until 1848. Against the wishes of his
colleagues, he turned his attention to New Testament
studies, especially pseudepigraphy [2].
Johann Friedrich Karl Keil (1807-1888), was a German
Luthern scholar. He studied theology at the Universities of
Dorpat and Berlin. In 1833, he accepted a call to join the
theological faculty of Dorpat where he taught Old and New
Testament exegesis and Oriental languages. Later, in 1859,
he moved to Leipsic, where he devoted himself to writing and
the affairs of the Lutheran Church.
He belonged to the strictly orthodox and conservative
school of Hengstenberg . He almost ignored modern criticism
13
entirely with all his writings representing the view that
the Old and New Testaments are to be understood as the
revealed word of God, and he did not believe the present
critical movement treated them as such. He regarded the
development of modern German theological science as a
passing phase of error [3J.
Andrew Bruce Davidson (1831-1902), was a Hebraist and
theologian. In 1845, he attended the grammar school of
Aberdeen, James Melvin was the headmaster. He graduated from
the Marischal University, Aberdeen in 1849, and taught for
three years at the Free church school in Ellon. He entered
the Divinity Hall (New College) of the Free church in
Edinburgh in 1852, and four years later was licensed to
preach .
In 1858, he received an appointment to assist John
Duncan, professor of Hebrew at the New College, and
succeeded Duncan in 1863 in the chair of Hebrew and Oriental
Languages. He devoted his life to the study of the Old
Testament, its language, its exegesis, and its theology. He
taught his pupils to grasp the historical significance, to
trace the historical progress of religious ideas, to
cultivate historical exegesis. He was a pioneer in
successfully teaching the significance of both the
historical and the religious importance of the Old Testament
[4].
Frederic William Farrar (1831-1903), was the second son
of Charles Pinhorn Farrar, chaplain of the Church Missionary
Society, and Caroline Turner. At three years of age, he and
his elder brother were sent to England and attended the
Latin school at Aylesbury. In 1847, he entered King's
College, and graduated with honors from London University in
1852. He then accepted a mastership at Marlborough College,
and on Christmas Day 1854 he was ordained deacon, and priest
in 1857.
In 1856 he won the Norrisian prize for an essay on the
Atonement, and later was recognized for fiction, philology.
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and theology. Philology and grammar were his first serious
studies. He pioneered the effort introducing modern
philological research into ordinary education. Consequent
to his work as a philologist, in 1866 he was elected a
fellow of the Royal Society upon Darwin's nomination. At
Darwin's funeral, Farrar preached a notable sermon and was
one of the pallbearers. In 1869 he was appointed chaplain
to Queen Victoria.
While at Marlborough, he wrote the Life of Christ to
enable people to realize Christ's life more clearly, and to
enter more thoroughly into the details and sequence of the
gospel narratives. As a parish priest he faced his
parochial responsibilities with an earnestness and in 1883
was appointed Archdeacon of Westminster.
Religiously, his views remained between the
evangelical and broad church schools of thought [5].
THE MECHANICS OF THE METHOD
A. Sources
It is easiest to begin by identifying the ingredients,
the mechanics of the method. Most of the scholars during
this time period under examination made extensive use of
other sources in general. There was a consistent use of the
Septuagint, the Vulgate, Gesenius, and Ewald. Gesenius and
Ewald were used as sources mostly from their grammars, not
from their commentaries. Ewald himself showed very little
use of others except for an occasional grammatical
disagreement with Gesenius. Contrary to this, Henderson
used the above [6] along with Josephus [7], Hitzig [8], the
Targum [9], and Calvin [lO]. Keil used these [11] plus
Luther [12], Kimchi [13], Baur [14], and Rashi [15]. Of
those in this time period, Farrar spent the most time with
others. In addition to those mentioned above [16], he also
consulted the Peshito [17], Origin [18], Clement of
Alexandria [19], and Tertullian [20].
It is important to notice that there was a consistent
15
pattern to consult many other authors as well as other
texts. There was not a great deal of consulting among
contemporaries, only those who seemed to be the primary
scholars of the day. These scholars thought it necessary to
consult ancient texts, ancient authorities, early church
fathers, medieval scholars, reformers, as well as the
primary scholars of their own day.
Other than Ewald, who does not show evidence of having
consulted others much, there seems to be a desire among
these scholars to be accurate. They strive for this by
examining the possibilities raised by others and then
showing how this is true or by refuting it by objective
evidence from the text. An example of this is when Keil
differs with Baur and agrees with Hitzig regarding the
interpretation of just who these are who grab at the poor in
8:4-6 [21]. Ewald, in contrast to this, does not include
his examination of others within his written analysis much
at all.
B. Comparative Linguistics
Comparative linguistics became more involved in the
process for some of these. Even though Ewald published an
Hebrew grammar, in his work with Amos he spent extremely
little time comparing the languages. This seems
inconsistent to the present writer in light of Ewald 's
accomplishments in language. Henderson, writing in 1858,
which is prior to Ewald 's work, uses Arabic [22] and
Ethiopic [23J for providing further clarity on the meaning
of words. Farrar also uses Arabic [24] as does Keil who
adds analysis from Phoenician [25] and Sanskrit [26].
Arabic was the primary language used for comparison.
It would seem a necessity to do some comparative work
in an exegetical commentary since the resources were
available. It would seem that these scholars are confident
that the way to determine the meaning of a word or phrase,
which otherwise would be obscure, is to check it against
16
other Semitic languages. Let it be repeated that Ewald is
the weakest in this practice and he is the one who has taken
the time to write and publish an Hebrew grammar. The
present writer would expect him to be more extensive in his
comparative analyses than the others because of this fact.
An example of the comparative work was when they were
attempting to discern the type of locusts cited in 7:1.
Today however, random citing of cognates is no longer found
as plentifully as in the work of the 1850-1890 period.
C. Historical Background
A third area in identifying the mechanics used by these
authors is the area of historical background. Every one of
them used I and II Kings and other prophets for historical
background, as well as to provide further clarity to their
exposition. Keil also uses Chronicles [27] for some
background, as well as the Maccabees [28]. Von Orelli,
another scholar from this period, also makes use of the
Maccabees [29], and Samuel [30]. One pattern that was
consistent among these scholars was their agreement that the
Pentateuch stood behind Amos' thoughts. Not all agreed that
it was in a written form, as will be seen. But they all saw
at least the tradition as behind Amos' thoughts during the
prophet's message. Keil saw passages from Exodus [31],
Leviticus [32], and Deuteronomy [33], standing behind Amos'
statements. Ewald also saw these as a backdrop to Amos
[34], as well as passages from Genesis [35], and Numbers
[36]. Farrar only mentions passages from Genesis [37],
Exodus [38], and Deuteronomy [39]. Ewald, Farrar,
Henderson, and Keil do not make an explicit statement about
a written form of the Pentateuch in existence at the time of
Amos. They simply claim that Amos is clearly aware of the
material, the tradition. Davidson saw, as a backdrop.
Genesis [40], Numbers [41], and Exodus [42]. He took some
time to develop his thoughts versus simply flagging the
passage. He wrote:
"Returning to the prophet, we find him familiar
17
with the history of his people. From a single
word, "his brother," we infer that he was acquain
ted with the story of Jacob and Esau (ch. i. 11).
From another expression, "Moab shall die with
tumult" (ch. ii. 2), we perceive that the prophe
cies of Balaam were familiar to him (Num. xxiv.
17). The prohibitions of the law are insisted
upon when he is denouncing the sins of the people,
such as retaining pledged garments over night:
"They lay themselves down upon clothes laid to
pledge by every altar" (ch. ii. 8)--in defiance of
the law (Exod. xxii. 26). These laws were no
doubt in his hands in a written form. He knows of
the forty years' journeys in the wilderness and
the traditions about the gigantic bulk of the
Amorites (ch. ii. 10). He is acquainted with the
history of David, and knows that he was a poet and
musician (ch. vi . 5). Besides all this, he is
familiar with the history of the nations around
Israel, and even of those far off, such as Calneh,
Kir, and Hamath (ch. vi . 2); his eye is attracted
by the movements among the nations and their
migrations from one land to another, on which he
bases broad religious generalizations, seeing in
them the directing hand of the God of Israel, "who
brought the Philistines from Caphtor, and the
Syrians from Kir, and Israel from Egypt" (ch. ix.
7) [43]. (bold type added)
In connection with the above use of the Old Testament,
for historical background and expositional clarity, Farrar
was the only one to use what is now understood as extra-
Biblical sources by his inclusion of the material found on
the Black Obelisk which he said was located in The British
Museum [44]. It is somewhat surprising that only one of
these scholars thought the Black Obelisk worthy of
examination and its content included as evidence to help
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understand this text of Amos. It was discovered in 1846
[45] and therefore its contents were available to each of
these scholars. The content regards material prior to Amos,
and the only rationale the present writer can produce for
its exclusion from the others ' presentation is they did not
think it to be directly relevant.
In summary, let it be noted that in this time period
the Old Testament is still being used consistently as the
primary source for historical information. In the early
1880 's, Davidson goes against the majority of scholars
studied in claiming that the material of the
'
Pentateuch was
in written form and was in the hand of the prophet. He does
not make explicit whether or not he believes the Pentateuch
to have then been in its present form or if only those
passages to which he eludes were then available. In any
case, the others do not claim any portion to have reached a
written form.
D. Use of the New Testament
All five being examined in detail use the New Testament
to provide further clarity to their exposition. This is
very significant because it implies that each understood
both Testaments to be vital, not by themselves, but vital as
complimentary. Each seems to believe that the book of Amos
cannot be fully understood unless viewed in light of certain
passages in the New Testament. That can be stated stronger.
They seem to have an historical framework from which they
work in understanding the context of Amos, but in expounding
its relevance, its theological relevance, they each view it
under the illumination of the New Testament, which each one
claimed was written centuries after Amos. The significance
of this position will become more clear when it is compared
with those who have written subsequent to 1890.
Some specifics of how they used the New Testament are
helpful. Farrar used it primarily to provide theological
exposition of the content of Amos, as did Keil and Ewald.
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Henderson shows that the prophet was vital for providing
guidance to the Jerusalem Council (Acts 15).
E. Summary
By examining the mechanics of the method, it is
recognized that these scholars have approached the
exegetical process strictly from an historical point of
view. They have collected as much historical information as
they can to understand the time of the prophet as well as
the geographical area. They gained information about the
political situation in Israel and Judah at that time and
analyzed related languages. By reading Amos in light of all
this information, they believed that they could arrive at
the meaning of the prophet's message. They then brought it
under the illumination of the New Testament, the cross of
Christ being the plumb-line by which they judged and
explained the message ultimately.
ANALYSIS OF THE MECHANICS
Having identified the various aspects of the method, it
stands clear that these scholars use the historical approach
exclusively. They believe that if they can identify the
historical events within the given time-frame, and if they
can define, and therefore illuminate and understand certain
key terms by comparative semitics, they will then reach an
accurate account of the meaning of Amos' message.
They all present the probability of Amos returning to
Judah prior to reducing his account to written form. So the
question remains. If this is what happened, then it cannot
be assumed that this is a verbatim of Amos' addresses to
Israel, and the book of Amos must be handled ultimately as a
piece of literature recorded after the fact versus a
recording similar to that of a present day court
stenographer. Why do none of the scholars answer this
issue? As a consequence of this, the final interpretation,
if it is to be accurate, must reflect some amount of
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literary analysis. These scholars stop their inquiry at the
historical level.
The digging for historical evidence is indispensable if
one is to understand what the prophet meant by certain
issues. However, this writer believes once that evidence is
obtained, it must then be placed within the framework of a
literary analysis in order to understand the full message of
any text, Amos being the one at hand.
This causes another issue to surface. If indeed Israel
did not hear the entire message now contained in Amos,
specifically the hope passage, then it would stand to reason
that the book of Amos gives a significantly different
message than what these scholars would lead one to believe
was heard by the people of Israel. If Amos' audience heard
everything but the hope passage, then they heard a different
message .
In summary, it is questionable to claim Israel did not
repent because they did not hear the message of 9:8b-15.
There were in all probability many more dynamics involved in
Israel's rebellion. The text clearly seems to be based on
an historical series of events and addresses given by the
prophet Amos. It stands to reason that the historical
events must be recognized and then the text analyzed by
literary laws if one is to understand its message
accurately, since it now resides in a literary form.
THE PRESUPPOSITIONS
Any discussion made by the chosen scholars about the
composition of the book will be discussed at this point. The
reasons for this are as follows. First, the text claims to
be the words of the prophet Amos. And the text claims to
have God directly involved in the life of the prophet. As a
consequence of these two aspects, the present paper will
proceed on the assumption that the discussion or implied
presuppositions of these two aspects are of vital importance
to the interpretive method employed by the scholars. The
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text does not claim to have been written by the prophet, but
only that the prophet Amos had previously, in the time frame
identified (1:1), spoken these words. Secondly, by looking
at the issue of to whom they credit the actual recording of
those words, some presuppositions they bring to the work may
appear .
All five in the present study attribute the authorship
of Amos to the prophet Amos himself, either by express
statement or by the lack of an express statement contrary to
the prophet being the author. They seem to be aware of the
critical issues but still credit the work to Amos.
All five acknowledge the possibility that a later hand
added the opening title (1:1), but they also indicate that
there was never any serious question regarding this
information originating with the prophet Amos.
Henderson, writing in 1858, does acknowledge the option
of the hope passage of 9:8b-15 to be a later editor but
rejects it, judging that passage to be from Amos [46j. He
did not give much substantiation, but only claimed there was
no internal reason to believe Amos had not spoken this hope.
Ewald went into some detail discussing why he thought
Amos to be the author. He began by stating that there was a
strategy to convey the message to the most people in the
shortest amount of time which would involve time in the
temple and the market [47]. He also claimed that the
prophet was not given permission or license to change the
message received from God [48]. This clearly involves the
issue of transcendence. Ewald firmly believed God was not
only involved in the life of the prophet, but also directly
involved in the development of the chosen message. This is
a substantial presupposition to bring to the interpretive
process .
Ewald agreed with the vast majority of all scholars
(known to the present writer) that Amos is a reflection of
the written record of the oral presentation. This explains
the form in which it now stands. He mentioned that this
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written record will reflect the oral style in rapidity,
surprises, animation, etc. [49]. He went on to point out
that even in this, the written record will be "regular and
f inished . . . the writing down of such long orations, copious,
and well arranged, as are found, e.g. in the books of Amos
and Hosea" [50]. Ewald further pointed out that Amos
adheres more to the style of oral discourse [51].
Ewald dated Joel prior to Amos because he (Ewald) had
Amos 1.2 taken from Joel instead of the reverse [52]. He
allowed the possibility of some editing to have occurred at
1:1 but did not come down with a decision either way [53].
He qualified this allowance quickly by stating that if there
was an editor, it was a very early one [54]. Like
Henderson, Ewald saw no internal reason to date any possible
editing beyond the time of the prophet's generation. He
substantiated his position of Amos' authorship by claiming
that the first six of the twelve are arranged
chronologically. He went on to say the reason why this is
the case is because after the destruction of Jerusalem,
historical accuracy became vital [55] . Attention to such
details were early and serious in regard to the prophets and
therefore the "authorship of Amos was never in doubt" [56].
When discussing the switch to a Messianic hope, he goes so
far as to say, "Herein lies also the proof that this little
book forms a whole, complete in itself, and that it left
Amos' hands just as we have it" [57]. As a result, without
hesitation, he credits Amos with the hope passage [58].
Keil, as mentioned, credits Amos with the authorship of
the book yet gives very little discussion supporting his
position. This could be simply a basic rejection of
anything that seemed like the scientific method which was
arising at the time and which Keil rejected almost entirely.
This in itself is a substantial presupposition which
Keil brings to his work. In disregard for the scientific
method, he does not even address the issues which arise
because of these inquiries, which seems inconsistent with
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his historical approach to language discussed earlier. As a
matter of fact, he goes so far as to claim Amos began as a
written record, not as an oral tradition reduced to a
written record [59]. Even though in staunch opposition to
the scientific method, it is hard to understand why a
commentator in this time period would ignore the issues so
vital to understanding the book of Amos. For the sake of
his readers, it would seem necessary to lay out the evidence
pro and con for the issue of authorship of the hope passage
so that the readers could see the issues more clearly. This
he does not do.
Davidson does not make an explicit statement about
authorship, but drawing from his statement about Amos having
the Pentateuch in written form, it is probably a safe
statement to say that he credited the work to the prophet.
Farrar stands out among the five in this area because
he has wrestled with the issue of the hope passage being out
of character with the rest of the book and has tried to keep
integrity with the claims of the text. He claimed Amos was
the first prophet to be reduced to written record and
claimed that took place after he returned to Tekoa . That
was when Farrar believed the hope passage originated. He
claimed that Israel had not heard the prospect of hope and
that also explained why there was no repentance. He further
explained that Amos realized his words would be read by
others, perhaps even other generations, and in keeping
consistent with the general character of the God of Israel,
Amos then penned the hope passage [60].
Farrar ' s hypothesis is possible. He bases it on the
logic that if Israel had heard of possible salvation, they
would have repented. Farrar claimed that the material after
the confrontation with Amaziah was not heard in Israel, thus
Israel received no invitation to repentance. However, he
does not account for the fact that I and II Kings treat
Israel as apostate from the beginning. This is a
significant piece of information to the present writer.
24
Each king is said to have followed after Jeroboam, and the
Omri dynasty especially is seen as apostate. Israel had
substituted another feast for the Passover feast before Amos
came on the scene. The Passover feast was a celebration in
remembrance of the deliverance from Egypt. Through the
history of the Church, this deliverance has been interpreted
consistently as a redemption by grace and is viewed as such
by the present writer. Since Israel had turned away from
following God to the point of even denying their redemption,
(Amos reminds them of it in 9:7) it is difficult to agree
that they would have repented if they had only heard of
hope. Consequently, the present writer sees no need to
assume Israel did not hear Amos ' message in its entirety
based solely on the fact that there was no repentance.
Consequently, in the present writer's opinion, there is no
need from the internal evidence to conclude that Israel did
not hear 9:7-15. To use the fact that they did not repent
as that evidence is questionable.
SUMMARY OF PRESUPPOSITIONS
It is clear that each scholar brings a set of
presuppositions to their interpretive work. The present
writer does the same. In light of the claims of the book of
Amos, some presuppositions are more believable than others
to the present writer. The text makes no claims regarding
who held the pen, only that the words were those of the
prophet. To believe that Amos wrote the account or had it
recorded seems to be the best assumption to the present
writer .
The issue of the hope passage is intriguing. Some
believe Israel heard this, others do not. And as written
above, only Farrar presents his evidence from which he draws
his conclusions. This would indicate to the present writer
that the method of examining all possibilities prior to
determining what is correct is seen only in Farrar 's work.
Let it be qualified quickly, though, that this does not mean
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the others did not examine all possibilities. It only means
that they do not supply their evidence.
TRANSCENDENCE
The present writer believes this to be a very important
ingredient to the process of exegesis. In this paper,
"inspiration" could be used interchangeably with
"transcendence". The issue that is trying to be brought to
the surface is how do these scholars understand, and
consequently present, their understanding of how God is
involved in the shaping, delivery, and ultimate recording of
the prophet's message. The text claims God not only reveals
specifics to the prophet (3:7), but is also involved in the
lives of other entire nations (9:7). Consequently, if this
issue is not at the bare minimum even discussed, then one
cannot claim to have dealt with this ancient text on its
terms. The present writer believes that transcendence
should actually be a presupposi ton with each scholar if the
work is to be accurate to the claims of the text. This has
already been touched upon, but now will be examined
specifically .
It can be seen clearly in Ewald 's statement that the
prophet was not given permission to alter the received word
[61]. He seems to be talking about Amos' understanding of
God's transcendence at that point. It can be seen also in
Farrar when he explicitly points out the normal way God
works by quoting from Amos 3:7, "Surely the Lord God does
nothing unless He reveals His secret counsel to His servants
the prophets" [62]. And finally Keil writes,
"These visions are not merely pictures of a
judgment which was ever threatening, and
drawing nearer and nearer (Baur); still less
are they merely poetical fictions, or forms
of drapery selected arbitrarily, for the
purpose of clothing the prophet's thoughts;
but they are inward intuitions, produced by
the Spirit of God, which set forth the
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punitive judgments of God" [63].
Farrar quotes directly from the text for this issue.
To examine the text apart from this issue is clearly
removing a component from the text. And in the case of
Amos, it is the foundational issue. Farrar quotes from
Prof. Kuenen in stating that Amos teaches an "ethical
monotheism" [64]. And this understanding in the prophet's
mind is the foundational driving force behind his
proclamation and concomitant text.
CONTEMPORARY RELEVANCE
The purpose of this criterion in the evaluation process
is based upon a presupposition of the present writer.
Transcendence would imply to the present writer that if God
had a message to a group of people in the eighth century
B.C., then it is very probable that message is relevant for
any similar situation. Also bound up with this is the fact
that the book of Amos is located within a corpus of material
that has historically given concrete, objective guidance to
a religious community. And as a consequence of this, it is
assumed by this writer that Amos still holds relevance for
today's religious community more than simply a piece of
antiquity .
Henderson does very little analysis of the content. He
utilizes the vast majority of his presentation on
grammatical and syntactical analyses. So it is expected
that since he does not deal with the book's message, he will
not deal with any contemporary relevance. Ewald is quite
similar, however he spends the final paragraph discussing
the implications for the Jews to continue turning their
backs on the Lord's Christ.
Keil, throughout his work, gives occasional paragraphs
discussing the theological relevance. He limits his
reasoning to the search for the promised Messiah being
fulfilled in Jesus, both during the incarnation and the
eschaton. But he does not discuss it subsequent to the time
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of Christ, other than His return. Farrar takes his exegesis
into the realm of theology much more than these. At one
point he presents about two pages of an historical survey of
other nations reflecting these characteristics found in
Israel. He begins with eighth century B.C. Israel and comes
through the eighteenth century A.D. [65j.
Davidson by far spends the most time discussing the
theological relevance of Amos' message- He even does this
to the sacrifice of his exegetical work. So there is quite
a range in how these scholars address this issue.
OVERALL SUMMARY OF 1850-1890
It has been identified that these scholars all handle
the text from an historical interpretation. It has been
shown that this is a strength in identifying the meaning of
many components of the message. It has also been shown that
it is a weakness when left there without additional
analysis .
It is clear that even though the text does not claim
Amos wrote the message, each of these scholars either assume
or argue to that end. The only exception they allow as a
possibility is 1:1. This added to the presupposition of
transcendence is the framework from which these scholars
began. And it is clear that this is what the text claims.
It has been shown that these scholars handle the issue
of contemporary relevance from one end to the other.
Henderson does not discuss content to any extent while
Davidson sacrifices exegesis in order to discuss the
theological implications including contemporary relevance.
Finally, there has been an effort for the present
writer to identify his own presuppositions and to identify
his rationale for choosing the issues by which he evaluated
these scholars.
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CHAPTER THREE
1890-1940
In this chapter, the discussion will revolve around the
works of five scholars which are often cited by their
contemporaries and those who wrote after them.
Specifically, it is their work on Amos found in these
particular publications that will be discussed. All of
their work will not be discussed, nor will all their work on
Amos be discussed. Only these publications, as they refer
to Amos 7-9 and matters related to the stated thesis problem
(cf. pp. 1-2), will be discussed. The works are those of
S.R. Driver (1894) with the Cambridge Bible for Schools and
Colleges , George Adam Smith (1900) with the Expositor ' s
Bible, William Rainy Harper (1905) with the International
Critical Commentary , Earnest Arthur Edgehill (1914) with the
Westminster Commentaries , and Earnest Sellin (1923) with his
Introduction to the Old Testament.
METHOD
A significant shift took place during this time period
which can be seen within the work of these scholars. In the
previous chapter, the theory of Amos being the final product
of the prophet's work plus the work of later editors was
certainly examined by the scholars. However, it was treated
as a theory with some embracing it and others rejecting it.
Here, in this chapter, these five scholars all began with
this assumption. They all began with the presupposition
that Amos is a product of at least two hands, and probably
more .
With the exception of Smith, the great majority of
their work was given to text criticism. In addition, they
seem convinced that the best Masoretic Text will prove to be
the closest to the original [1]. Even though Smith was
committed to the same method, the majority of his material
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is given to an exposition of his findings. When the others
finally arrived at what they believed to be the best text,
they then gave a minor amount of expositon in comparison
with Smith. He spent little time identifying the separate
editors. He then however, spent considerable time in
exposition of the text upon which he finally decided was the
closest to the original. This may simply be due to the
format of the particular commentary series for which each
scholar wrote.
Another significant difference between him and the
other four is the fact that his exposition was clearly that
of a christian perspective, while the other four kept their
work confined to the Old Testament. By this, it is meant
that the other four confined their exposition almost
exclusively to the time period of Amos, whereas Smith
included the cross of Christ and how he believed the message
of Amos was to be understood subsequent to the Messiah.
The method these chose is an early form of redaction
criticism. And this method is committed to trying to
identify the original components that went into making the
present form of Amos. This method also attempts to identify
the theology of the one performing the redaction. Some of
the transitions are obvious to these scholars. Thus they
can trace the objective of the redactor in combining the
pieces. So they try to understand what was on the mind of
the editor. They do some source criticism but do not appear
to be thorough-going source critics. It is clear that they
are trying to establish, as best they can, the best text
primarily through means of text criticism. It is essential
to understand the best reading of any Biblical passage. And
it is of the utmost to understand how this passage was
understood in its time and context. And it is possible that
they believed it was the job of the Systematic Theologians,
or even the pr iests/proclaimers to take their findings and
bring them into contemporary thought, if they did indeed
have contemporary relevance. However, this is where there
is a disagreement with the present writer.
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Even though their primary goal seems to have been to
uncover the best Hebrew text, this could not be the final
goal in the opinion of this writer. Again, the disagreement
the present writer has with these scholars may simply be
grounded upon the goal of the particular commentary series.
The series for which these scholars wrote did have formats
and objectives themselves. However, in the opinion of this
writer, the final goal must be a growing knowledge of what
this prophet had to say to his societal context and then
subsequently, what if any, relevance has that message today.
Harper himself agrees with this statement as he discusses
the written record of the prophet.
"The prophetic utterance was no longer a
temporary matter, uttered for a special time
or set of circumstances; it had become
something of eternal value, having to do
with truth concerning vital subj ects . . . ( the
prophet) sees more clearly his position as
it bears upon human affairs in general, and
not merely the affairs of a single nation,
nor of a certain time" [2].
After saying this in his introductory statements, he
then spends the vast majority of his time in text critical
matters identifying the best text in his opinion. And it
seems inconsistent that his work is limited to the time and
setting of Amos. Of the five presently being examined.
Smith is the only one who follows in the "spirit" of Amos by
not limiting his work of exegeting Amos' message to one time
and setting. In all fairness. Harper does do considerable
exposition in his introductory statements. One example is
when he discusses Amos' concepts of nationalism [3J.
Another is his discussion of Israel's election and
consequent obligation for the sake of the world [4j.
As mentioned above, the major feature of the method
chosen by these men was to locate the best Hebrew text by
means of text criticism. They did this primarily through
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similar patterns. They used comparative linguistics,
dialogue with others, and extensive analyses of the variants
found in manuscripts of the Hebrew and some in the
Septuagint .
They also made extensive use of the Pentateuch and
other prophets (Former and Latter) to provide historical
context and clarity in discovering the meaning of individual
words. Driver used Arabic cognates to discern the type of
locusts discussed in Amos 7, [5] and Syriac cognates to
discern the type of vegetation which sprung up afterward
[5j. The termal explanation for Driver seemed to be the
priority. He spent a great deal of his time and efforts
supplying definitions for these different terms. Driver
interacted with others as well in trying to discern the
correct meaning of words or the correct reading of a passage
[7].
Even though Smith has a distinctively different format
to his presentation, he still explores grammatical and
semantic guestions throughout his footnotes. And he carries
on a discussion with other scholars as well in trying to
discern the best reading of passages [8]. Smith's format is
much more topical. Whereas Driver works through the passage
verse by verse, and Harper examines it phrase by phrase.
Smith has basically presented a series of expositions based
on the text but not rigidly bound to it. An example of this
is in his discussion about "The Man and the Prophet" where
he lists a subtitle of "The Man and His Discipline" with the
passages listed there from which he pulls his material [9].
Harper is considerably more thorough than the others in
the presentation of his work. He presents much more
exegetical material than any of the others among these five.
This may be more a matter of the method of the ICC series
than of Harper's method. He also uses other material in the
Old Testament to supply historical context and meanings of
words [10]. He also interacts with other scholars,
especially Wellhausen and Cheney [11].
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Edghill and Sellin also are committed to text criticism
to discern the best text by using comparative semitics and
other passages to arrive at word meanings, even though
Sellin 's work is in the format of an Introduction. The
present writer continues to wonder if the primary task for
these scholars was not text criticism instead of a fully
developed exegesis of the text. The reason for this is
because, other than Smith, the majority of their work is in
textual inquiries.
Of these five, Sellin is the only one who wrestles with
the issue of the hope passage. The others either accept it
as authentic Amos or claim an editor wrote it. They base
this completely on where it is located in the book. Sellin,
on the other hand claims it originally followed Amos'
confrontation with Amaziah [12]. All of them do a little
rearranging of the material by moving a phrase or two, or
maybe even a whole verse, but Sellin is the one who does the
most reshuffling of the material. The amount of
restructuring the others do is minor. Whereas, Sellin moves
the whole hope passage which as a consequence changes the
entire overall structure and message of the book. Even
though he is working within the format of an Introduction,
he does not provide his evidence beyond the statements that
the rearranging is more logical to him than the present
format. The reason for all their moves of material seems to
be their own logical reasoning.
PRESUPPOSITIONS
A study of these scholars' views concerning the issue
of ethical monotheism will provide important insights
concerning presuppositions they carry concerning Amos; his
message and the text of his message. The present writer
believes that the concept of ethical monotheism was existent
in Israel and was not original with Amos. It is believed by
the present writer that Amos took this to its logical
conclusion which resulted in such statements as 9:7, as well
as the ethical material which saturates the book.
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There is no consensus among these five scholars about
Amos' concept of ethical monotheism. Driver, Smith, and
Edghill do not give a developed explicit discussion about
this, whereas Harper embraces Wellhausen 's theory that Amos'
theology is a result of revelational developmental thinking
[13]. He embraces the idea that "J" and "E" preceded Amos
[14] and therefore Amos did not originate the concept of
ethical monotheism. And he makes the statement that Amos'
ideas of ethical monotheism are rooted in the past [15]. If
this were not the case, he argues, Amos would be the founder
of Israel's religion instead of Moses.
He states that all history is shaped by the past [16].
He states that Amos ' s ideas of justice and honesty have been
known throughout all history and all nations. Consequently
Israel is only accountable (therefore judged) by common
knowledge of their past [17]. To substantiate this he
claims Amos had in written form at least the decalogues and
the Book of the Covenant [18], as well as songs that were
already a part of society. He mentions the song of the Red
Sea (Exod. 15) and Deborah's song (Jud. 5). An
inconsistency to all this, approximately twelve pages
earlier, he states that Amos presented a new idea of ethical
monotheism but presented it in such a way as to make it
appear as having been known by the people [19]. In another
inconsistency, he claims the people were convinced that
Yahweh only wanted festivals, sacrifices, gifts,
pilgr immages , praises, etc. "Yahweh demands these; nothing
more. The increasing costliness of these requirements
promoted injustice and inhumanity" [20]. In the mind of the
present writer, this is inconsistent with the previous
statements of an ethical monotheism which was understood by
the people. In defense of Harper, he claims the popular
opinion about religious practice and beliefs was strictly
surrounding the cultus activity and had nothing (or little)
to do with morality and ethics. He claims this was the
pattern among all the Semitic religions at that time.
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The present writer disagrees. It is very difficult for
the present writer to accept the position that the
decalogues and the Book of the Covenant were in written
form, and side by side with this the people had little
understanding of the moral and ethical claims of those
documents .
At another point. Harper states the "all-wise
Providence" gave Amos qualities of mind and heart combined
with observation and reason which produced his theology of
nation, history, responsibility, etc. He says this
describes conclusively that Israel's idea of monotheism
originated with experiencing the only living One versus a
speculatory investigation similar to Egypt's and Babylon's
speculations about monotheism [21]. The obvious question
arises, did Amos originate an ethical monotheism or is it
already rooted in the nation's history? To restate it, did
Amos present something new and disguise it as historically
understood or did he present a message based upon what
Israel understood about its God? It seems Harper is
wrestling with some evidence that he does not believe to be
conclusive. The present writer believes the evidence is
conclusive that Amos is presenting material that is commonly
known by Israel, and part of the message is rooted in their
historical understanding of ethical monotheism.
Sellin is convinced that ethical monotheism is
definitely woven throughout Israel's history. He states
that it is clear from Amos' words that he is building on a
well known fact. He gives 1:3-2:3, 5:18, and 9:7 as
examples of this [22j. He also states in the same place,
that it can be seen in the teachings and lives of "Nathan,
Elijah, the Yahwist, the Elohist, and Moses." The other
three do not go into detail about this issue.
The above evidence on the scholars ' views about Amos
and ethical monotheism shows us another presupposition. If
Amos originated this teaching then there could not have been
a generally known tradition of such a God. In the present
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writer's opinion, Amos writes as though there is such a
nationally known tradition. Harper's idea that there was no
such thing but Amos wrote as if there was [23] is
unnecessary. The presupposition of whether or not this
teaching was generally known has implications for their text
critical work, and their source analysis.
Another issue that could reveal presuppositions is
how these scholars view the hope passage of 9:8b-15. Smith
claims it is written by another [24], and substantiates his
claim with the following evidence [25]. First, he states
that hope arrives at the end without preparation, without
reasons. Second, he claims other prophetic books show
editorial hope passages also. And third, he claims the
restoration promised is completely material which he says is
in contrast with the moral and ethical nature of the message
of Amos.
Edghill agrees that it is definitely the work of
another author. He gives further evidence that the phrase,
"...as in the days of old..." points more to an exilic
author than to Amos [26]. Harper assumes the hope passage
as later and concludes that as a result, we have no idea
whether or not Amos had any hope of repentance and
restoration [27]. He lists the reasons traditionally
accepted at that time for attributing this passage to
another as does Smith. Additionally, Harper adds there are
many linguistic similarities between this passage and exilic
and post-exilic material [28]. He adds the passage gives a
favorable attitude toward Judah distinct from Israel which
he claims is inconsistent with Amos [29]. Further, it
presents a distinction between the righteous and the
unrighteous which he claims is inconsistent with Amos. He
claims the passage seems to look back on a ruined nation.
And he says Amos "always contemplates an exile in Assyria,
not a scattering among the nations as here" [30].
In contrast to these. Driver and Sellin take another
stand. Driver responds in reference to Harper that language
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is "remarkable: in themselves, however, the phrases used are
not linguistically suggestive of lateness" [31]. Driver
also points out that the hope passage, 9:8b-15, does not
develop a transition from material promises to ethical
claims nor any developed idea of a personal Messiah and
therefore is better from antiquity than the exile [32]. He
goes so far with this point as to pen,
"The authenticity of the book of Amos, as a
whole, is above suspicion: it bears too
manifestly the marks of the age to which by
its title it is ascribed for doubt on this
point to be possible" [33].
Sellin also has a different opinion. He states that
the idea of the hope passage being abrupt and isolated in
thought is wrong. He points to other passages which give
hope of deliverance in 3:12, "...just as the shepherd
snatches from the lion's mouth a couple of legs or a piece
of an ear, so will the sons of Israel dwelling in Samaria be
snatched away..."; 5:3, "...The city which goes forth a
thousand strong will have a hundred left, and the one which
goes forth a hundred strong will have ten left to the house
of Israel." He further points to 5:6, "Seek the Lord that
you may live..."; 5:14, "Seek good and not evil, that you
may live; and thus may the Lord God of Hosts be with
you..."; and 5:15, "Hate evil, love good, and establish
justice in the gate! Perhaps the Lord God of Hosts may be
gracious to the remnant of Joseph" [34]. This internal
evidence, in Sellin 's opinion, proves beyond any doubt that
the hope passage does not bring an isolated idea of
restoration in the words of Amos.
Sellin holds the opinion that the hope passage is now
improperly placed. He states that it is a logical problem
of arrangement. And the present form of the book is proof
of editorial work. He argues that the hope passage
initially followed 7:10-17 and therefore provided a crushing
blow to Amaziah and Israel that Judah will not be entirely
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destoyed [35]. However, in doing this, he seems
inconsistent. For the glimpses of hope scattered throughout
the book which he cited do in fact give hope to Israel. The
first one cited, 3:12, speaks of Samaria receiving
restoration. Israel is spoken of in 5:3, 6, and 14-15, in
the form of restoration possibly coming to the house of
Joseph. Judah stood alone against the ten tribes of Israel.
So it seems as though both Israel and Judah are to be
destoyed unless there is repentance. And there is the hope
of restoration for both Judah and Israel.
How these scholars viewed these issues; the development
of ethical monotheism and their position on the hope
passage, unveils their position about transcendence (cf.
introductory chapter). Even though some of them have
specific statements about their views of transcendence, how
they handle these two issues seems to put their position
clearly in view. All of these scholars approach their
exegetical method with the presupposition that Amos is a
product of editors. Yet notice their positions on Amos and
God, specifically their positions on God's revelation to
Amos. Driver states,
"In a prophetic vision, the determining
impulse will have been due to the operation
of the revealing Spirit; in the case of Amos
as we may suppose, the thought of an
impending judgment, which, borne in upon
him at the time when Jehovah's "hand" seized
him, determined the direction taken by his
imagination, and took shape accordingly in
the concrete forms presented in these
visions" [ 36 ] .
Smith combines the inward convictions of the prophet
with the outward events of the day in explaining that when
these are in agreement, it is obvious that they have been
orchestrated by the Lord [37]. Harper states that Amos was
different from the enthusiasts, that he had an "observation
41
and recognition of general law, of philosophical insight and
reasoning..." [38], but also acknowledged that "the all-wise
Providence" gave Amos "qualities of mind and heart" which he
combined with observation and reason, and this produced his
theology of nation, history, responsibility, etc. [39].
Harper lays out a very clear combination here regarding
special revelation knowledge (the visions) combined with a
keen eye for general revelation through observing creation
and a knowledge of the development of his nation's religion.
Edghill lets the text stand for itself on this issue.
He simply allows Amos to have received revelation from God
and allows it to be detailed in the form of the visions
[40]. He adds nothing and takes nothing from the text. He
simply allows it to claim that Amos received a revelation
from the Lord.
And finally, Sellin speaks of the transcendence of the
Lord. It is not a full statement, as in the others, yet it
does provide some insight into his understanding of this
issue. He writes about this specifically in regard to the
writing of Introductions, but it is relevant here as well.
He states,
"Introduction will retain its justification
in principle so long as there exists a
Christian Community which regards it as
guaranteed by its Lord and His Apostles
that it possesses in the Old Testament, as
we now have it, an entirely unique
literature, the archives of the preparatory
Divine revelation" [41].
He also makes a very strong statement in regards to just how
this revelation can take shape. In regards to the Book of
the Twelve, he states, "Writings in which we can trace
almost more strongly than in any others in the Old Testament
that breath of Divine inspiration which is exalted above all
limitations of time and space..." [42]. However, his
material on Amos is kept to the time and context of Amos.
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SUMMARY OF TRANSCENDENCE
All five Of these scholars make statements which give
the reader some understanding of their positions on how God
impacted the prophet. All five allow for God to have shown
Amos revelation through creation and the traditions of his
people. And all five make some reference to how God also
gave specific revelation to the prophet by means of visions.
By far, Harper provided the most comprehensive explanation
of this issue and how it related to Amos. Their
understanding of the history of God's revelation had a great
bearing upon whether or not ethical monotheism originated
with Amos or whether it was a part of Israel's history.
IMPLICATIONS
In the present writer's opinion, the issues about the
development of the doctrine of ethical monotheism and the
hope passage hinge to some degree on these scholars '
understanding of transcendence and revelation. One more
issue to add to the mix before the implications become more
clear is the issue of the scientific method.
Within the laboratory, the scientific method is based
on the law of repeatability. It is necessary to be able to
repeat the experiment and observe the results. This is how
all scientific laws are discovered. Science can only speak
to those events which are repeatable and thus which can be
observed. It cannot speak to unique events. Science cannot
speak about the Virgin Birth. It cannot speak about the
Atonement and Resurrection of Christ. Science cannot speak
about creation as it is recorded in Genesis [43]. It is a
one time event. It cannot be repeated and thus, science
cannot speak to it.
However, there is more to the scientific method than
repeatability. When a hope passage is disregarded on
evidence that is being interpreted differently, it causes
the present writer to be suspicious of the process. Smith
disregards the hope passage based primarily on the fact that
43
it contains different material than the rest of the book, a
different emphasis than the rest of the book, and because
other prophetic books have (editorial) hope passages.
The last reason seems to be somewhat circular. Sellin
points out that the idea of restoration is scattered
throughout, as mentioned above. Harper claims the hope
passage fits linguistically with exilic and post-exilic
material, whereas Driver claims the language does not
suggest lateness. Driver even points out that without a
developed idea of a personal Messiah, the material is almost
assuredly early. This was mentioned above. The point of
all this, for the present writer, is that the scientific
method is supposed to be dealing with objective evidence yet
seems to be highly subjective. When the same evidence is
interpreted by one scholar as 8th century B.C. and by
another as 5th century B.C., the present writer sees
diversity in the conclusions drawn from the evidence. The
degree of this diversity is questionable in the present
writer's opinion.
The method these men have chosen to use in their
exegesis is a scientific method. They come to the text with
the assumption that Amos was edited, so they naturally find
the evidence- The scientific method, in true science, has
very little subjectivity to it. Yet the method these men
use is subjective. And since they are trying to be
scientific, such diverse conclusions raise questions about
their procedure in the mind of the present writer. In other
words, some of them say Amos taught something new, that is
ethical monotheism. Others say Amos learned this through
the history of his people. The present writer seriously
wonders how two individuals can look at a text objectively
and come up with such diverse positions. This issue needs
to be addressed squarely and with the utmost integrity.
In the opinion of the present writer, the final step in
this line then is that if there was a developmental history,
the editors were under revelatory inspiration as well.
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Consequently, it would seem the plan and purpose of the
Revealer would then be to deal with the text as it presently
stands. For the most part these men do handle the text as
it stands once they have done their text criticism and a
little rearranging of the material. The extreme of this is
in the case of Sellin moving the hope passage. He wants to
handle the text after he places the hope passage following
7:10-17, whereas the present writer believes the text should
be handled as it presently stands. If the original author
was inspired and the editors were also inspired (given there
were editors), then the present arrangement of the text is
the best arrangement for understanding the message of the
text. Yet Sellin wants to make a significant rearrangement.
This shows that the present writer and Sellin disagree
regarding revelation.
STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES
It is obvious from the implications that the number one
weakness is the fact that these men, other than Smith, spend
the majority of their time in text critical inquiries. They
try to locate the best Hebrew text by means of text
criticism. This is an obvious necessity to exegesis, but it
is not the only task in exegeting a text. A strength in
favor of this approach is that for the most part we will not
gain any more manuscripts, and the hours these men put into
this work liberates the next generation to take the next
step in the exegetical process. The next generation will
not need to spend as much time on those issues.
Consequently, the next generation of scholars can
concentrate their efforts on the following steps. The
exposition of a passage will change over time. But
identifying what the text meant at the time of its
composition is an absolute must in understanding the
message, and this usually will not change. There are
discoveries, like the Qumran scrolls, that sometimes will
provide further insight to the message and culture. But
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that is rare. And the Church desperately needs someone to
tell it what the text meant.
One weakness is the small amount of space given to
exposition. The theologian or pr iest/proclaimer has the
capability to take the findings and do some exposition, but
probably not to the extent as the one who has done the
study. Yet other than Smith, this seems to be the
commentary format. Another weakness is the fact that a
great deal of the redaction these scholars see evidence of
is identified by a subjective nature it would seem. If they
take into account the difference of an ancient Hebrew mind
and its thought patterns contrasted to a modern Western mind
and its thought patterns, they do not mention it. And this
is a serious contrast. There is a separation of over two
millennia and an oriental culture contrasted with a western
culture. What was a logical thought flow to them may be
illogical to us. Yet this is one of the primary criterion
on which these men have based their work, that is, what is
logical to them.
Their method, however, does have a strong point. And
that is they are trying to arrive at the autograph the only
way they know how. The variant readings have identified the
fact that we are dealing with copies. And we are clearly
dealing with several generations of copies away from the
original. Thus it is essential for us to locate, as best we
can, the original or at least as close to it as possible.
And these men used a variety of tools, and spent a lot of
time in the text of Amos trying to accomplish that very
objective. They have uncovered a lot of material valuable
from the perspective of text criticism.
SUMMARY
Our study of Driver, Smith, Harper, Edgehill, and
Sellin, has shown one of the most significant tasks of the
exegete of the 1890-1940 time period, was to discern the
best Hebrew text. It has been shown that the present
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scholars pursue this, some with extreme thoroughness. And
it has been shown that the present writers seem to agree in
theory that the goal is to establish a solid foundation of
evidence from which one may then interpret the message of
the prophet. Some have concentrated on this, whereas Smith
alone, of these five, has done extensive exposition of the
text .
It has been shown that they come to the text with
presuppositions that it is a text that has developed through
at least two hands. And in so doing, they attempt to
reconstruct the process in order to better understand the
message. This may in fact prevent an understanding of the
text as it stands.
And finally, it has been shown that there is a
necessity to locate the best Hebrew text of the passage in
order to establish a groundwork from which to begin one's
exegesis. This is the primary strength of the method
demonstrated by these men. The primary weakness has been
shown as the belief that establishing this text is the only
task of the exegete as demonstrated (generally, not
exclusively) by their lack of further observation and
interpretation of that text.
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43 Dennis F. Kinlaw, "God Plus Nothing", (audio tape)
(Francis Asbury Tape Resources, no date). "In the beginning
God created..." This statement cannot be found in any other
literature in the world where the Bible has not previously
been. In all the A.N.E. creation accounts, this is the only
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the Biblical account, they are only compared. They are
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seldom, if ever contrasted. This is what usually occurs in
the classroom when the Assyrian or Babylonian or Egyptian
creation accounts are discussed along with the Biblical
account. It is the differences that make all the
difference. It is the contention of Kinlaw that humans are
incapable of intellectually conceiving of anything new but
are always working from the known to derive the next step.
Therefore, from scanning the ancient documents he concludes
that no one has ever reflected on the beginning of things
and arrived at the Biblical understanding of creation or
else there would be more than the Biblical witness to that
position. And since this account is significantly different
in this regard to all others of its time and culture (i.e.
the Babylonian account and the Assyrian account) it is
Kinlaw' s contention that it is incorrect to think this was
merely a product of evolutionary reflection or thinking. It
is revelation from the only One who reveals. Therefore, the
scriptures do not hold developed theology only, they also
hold revealed theology, Amos being a part of this record.
By "revealed" theology, the present writer means that
theology which comes to the human which is counter to his
thinking and cultural values. An example of this is
Israel's developed theology about the Messiah and Jesus'
revelation about the Messiah. Israel expected a warrior
king, but what they were sent was a slain sacrifice.
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CHAPTER FOUR
1940-1990
In this chapter, four works will be examined. They are
authored by five men. It was the plan to examine different
methodologies in order to have a representative look at how
Amos had been understood during this period. The works that
will be examined are Amos of The Anchor Bible series by
Francis I. Anderson, and David Noel Freedman. They were
chosen because they examine the text from the standpoint of
literary criticism. Another work that will be examined will
be Joel and Amos of the Hermeneia series by Hans Walter
Wolff. This work was chosen because of the form critics,
Wolff was being cited most often by other scholars in their
works on Amos. Another work will be Introduction to the Old
Testament as Scripture by Brevard Childs. This was chosen
because of Childs ' development of the canonical method which
he does apply in some degree to Amos in this Introduction.
And the remaining work that will be examined is Amos of The
Old Testament Library series by James L. Mays. This work
was chosen because Mays was cited regularly by his
contemporaries .
METHOD
There are contrasts to the previous 100 years and
specifically the work examined in the previous chapters.
The work of these five scholars as revealed in the above
cited works show differences in the ground work
methodologies. These five spend much less time in text
critical inquiries than those in the period 1890-1940.
These men spend much less time in dialogue with other
scholars than those of the time period 1850-1890- And
overall, these men spend less time in comparative
linguistics than the general pattern which was found in the
time periods 1850-1890 and 1890-1940.
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Among these scholars there is a significant difference
of opinion. The following two statements show this. First,
Anderson and Freedman write, "Attention must be given to the
text we have versus the oral renderings which produced it"
[1]. This lies in contrast with Wolff's method. Form
criticism's primary task is to reconstruct the event which
gave occasion to the speech. The method does not consider
the text as it stands to be of primary significance. So
here are (almost) exact opposite method goals.
The method employed by Anderson and Freedman is
literary criticism. They are primarily concerned with the
present literary form [2]. They discuss the way Baruch was
a scribe for Jeremiah [3], combined with an understanding of
four separate phases of editorial work [4j, to point out
that, in this judgment, the work of a redactor/editor is a
peripheral issue compared with handling the text as it is
[5]. The main purpose of the editor is to present the
"words of Amos...man and prophet, words and deeds" [6].
They comment that many of the oracles show signs of
rewriting or adaptation. They mention that this may be
correcting them to accurately reflect the original speeches
of Amos or it may be an editor's hand in trying to combine
speeches. In making these two comments, they point out that
the reconstruction one must do in order to arrive at the
"best text", possibly even the original, is speculative [7].
This speculation shows up in their work. At one point they
show the hope passage, 9:8b-15, to be the work of a later
editor who used "authentic material from Amos" [8]. They
give their rationale that if it were not so, Amos would be
delivering an obituary inconsistent with the character of
the Lord and the character of the prophet of the Lord [9].
The conclusion that the hope passage is late is unnecessary
if they stay bound to their statement, "In spite of the
total inflexibility of the final position, there must always
have been the chance of a last-minute Divine reversal" [10].
Their work is primarily a word by word, phrase by
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phrase analysis. The literary features of bicola and
tricola, mechanical features, are vital for them. Repeated
phrases and formulas are also vital to their method in order
to understand the message of the text.
As a form critic, Wolff is primarily concerned with
the event and its setting which gave rise to the message
given by the prophet. He writes that the book is a
composition of several distinct speeches [11]. He sees the
literary formulas as absolutely essential. He does not see
them however, as essential to understand the present text
(as Freedman and Anderson), but to understand the
development of the message [12j. He says that the
identification of the form of speech is the primary conduit
through which to understand Amos [13]. He explains that
there are approximately twenty "messenger speeches" of Amos
with some variation. Without identifying these, he claims,
it would be very difficult to understand the message of the
prophet .
A few pages later he makes a comment that can clearly
show the contrast in method he holds with Anderson and
Freedman. Wolff writes that in order to understand Amos,
all the supplemental work of the editor's must be removed
[14]. Wolff sees the present form of Amos to have been
formed at the point of at least six editorial stages. Three
of these he attributes to Amos and his contemporaries during
the 8th century, B.C. The other three are subsequent to
this [15]. An example of this is that he dates the hope
passage material as post-exilic [15j.
He does not admit subjectivity as explicitly as
Freedman and Anderson did. However, Wolff makes a statement
that the present writer believes reveals the fact that his
method has just as much subjectivity to it as other methods.
He writes, "The language of the pupils cannot be
distinguished with certainty from that of the Master" [17],
Also, when he interprets so as to explain what the text
meant, he limits his interpretation to the confines of the
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pericope. This is consistent with his understanding that
the book is constructed of several separate speeches. But
it does contrast with Freedman and Anderson in the fact that
they would regularly try to understand the message of a
pericope in light of the overall discussion of the book as a
whole. Wolff does not seem to be concerned with discussing
the book as a whole -
Childs, even though writing an Introduction, discusses
Amos with his method in mind. Conseguently , the reader gets
a glimpse of how the canonical method works. Childs begins
with developing and substantiating his position that the
"Masoretic Text of the Hebrew Bible is the vehicle for
recovering and for understanding the canonical text of the
Old Testament" [18]. Since Amos is located within what is
known as "Scripture", Childs contends that it "must be
viewed ultimately within the context of canon" [19]. In
contrast with the previous chapter's scholars' approach,
Childs points out that commentators assume the first step is
to establish the critical text prior to interpretation. He
explains, "this has reversed the historical sequence in the
canonical formation of the literature. The literary
development shaped the major lines of interpretation which
the textual development sought to preserve" [20]. Regarding
the text critical priority, he states, "Increasingly it has
become evident that neither is such a goal attainable nor
does it adequately reflect even the nature of the problem"
[21].
Childs is convinced that the present form of the text
reflects "a lengthy history of development which has shaped
the material both in its oral and literary stages" [22]. He
does not believe that form criticism is the method to use
ultimately, although his canonical method has an element of
form criticism within it. It also has an element of
redaction criticism. But Child's canonical method does not
cease with these elements.
He explains the canonical method's goal "is to discern
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in the final composition how the message of Amos was
appropriated and formed to serve as authoritative scripture
within the community of faith" [23]. An example of this is
his description of the hope passage. He writes that the
hope passge gives insight to the ultimate purpose of God in
the future of Israel [24]. He substantiates this position
with the fact that "hope is miraculous ... logically
incomprehensible" [25]. He also points out that this is not
to be a pious remnant, "Rather the editor effects a decisive
canonical shaping of the book by placing Amos ' words within
a broader, eschatological framework which transcends the
perspective of the prophet himself" [25].
Form criticism believes that each editorial level is a
direct result of some historical event and is necessary in
order to "update" the text. So, in order to properly
understand the text theologically, it is necessary to
correlate the pericope with the event [27]. Childs states
that this is speculative work and "by the linking of
exegesis directly to historical reconstruction the integrity
of the biblical text and the theological enterprise is
seriously jeopardized" [28]. Childs writes that the
canonical approach in contrast sees the decisive force as
theological in nature as the shaping of the message is done
within the context of the shaping of Israel's authoritative
scripture [29]. It is not determined by external historical
forces so much as a continual engagement with the
authoritative scriptures. "Thus, the book of Amos is not a
dead relic of the past which needs to be made relevant"
[30].
"Wolff's historical interpretation of the
redactional layers of Amos has the effect of reading
the biblical text from a perspective which often
runs counter to that demanded by the literature
itself. For example, 9.11ff. is interpreted as a
commentary on the exile, an event which the biblical
editor had already experienced. In contrast, the
canonical approach attempts to identify with the
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perspective of the literature itself in an effort
to comprehend the interpreted text. Significantly,
for ch. 9 both the threat of the destruction of
the nation and the promise of its rebirth are
events still lying in the future" [31].
Thus, the present writer understands Childs as saying
the literature is what determined the theology of Israel
more so than the event which produced the literature.
Consequently, the hope passage must be viewed as pre-exilic
or it would have little bearing on those who are being
warned of future judgment.
Mays sees the editorial work to have been primarily
the work of Amos' disciples [32]. He claims they were the
first ones to collect the material and he also explicitly
admits this is conjectural on his part [33]. Regarding the
title, 1:1, he states that their "histor icality is a key to
their meaning" [34]. Regarding 9:8b, which he claims
reveals the theology of a 6th century Judean redactor, he
writes ,
"Amos used "house of Jacob" as a name for the
kingdom of Jeroboam (3:13; Jacob 6:8; 7:2, 5; 8:7);
the redactor understood it as a reference to all
the descendents of Jacob/Israel, and he could
observe in his time that Judah had survived" [35].
To substantiate this, he points out that it is Amos' normal
pattern to end with a question and metre of the saying. And
consequently, "shall I indeed not destroy the house of
Jacob?" would fit [36]. Further, he points out that 9:11-12
is clearly not Amos because it reveals
" Jerusalemite Davidic
theology" and Amos shows no such thinking [37].
PRESUPPOSITIONS
Some of the presuppositions have already been
discussed within the section above. Most of them will be
repeated and more fully developed here.
Wolff's presupposition that Amos is constructed of
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several speeches somewhat binds him to a particular
interpretation. And this is the very thing that Childs
shows in his discussion about how the canonical method is
contrasted with Wolff's form critical approach. Childs
writes ,
"In spite of his continuous insistence that
biblical revelation is time-conditioned and
situation-oriented, Wolff is forced to move to
a higher level of abstraction, both historically
and theologically, when he seeks to apply the
text to a "goal" (Ziel). The bridge between
yesterday and today is sought in some analogical
structure, usually typology or recurring
situations (cf. the incisive criticisms of J.
Tolk) . Moreover, Wolff's use of the New
Testament as a guide for theological application
of Amos fails to reckon with the canonical
reading of the Old by the New which is of a
different order from Wolff's critical
reconstruction. In my judgment, there is no
greater indictment of the critical method than
the theological bankruptcy of its homiletical
model" [38] .
Childs does form criticism without limiting himself to it.
Childs points out in the above quote that Wolff's insistence
to stay to the original circumstances actually prevents him
from seeing the text ultimately as a theological document.
Even though the text claims this to be Amos ' words and
it claims they were spoken in the time period outlined in
1:1, Wolff sees it strictly as a post-exilic document as it
stands [39]. By this statement, he claims the information
in the hope passage was added to Amos' words after the
exile. Hayes shows this to be an unnecessary conclusion.
Wolff's conclusion prevents him from seeing what the prophet
said to his contemporaries. His answer to this is that Amos
can be heard when all supplemental work is removed [40]. So
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he relies on his subjective ability to identify already
determined "pre-exilic", "exilic", and "post-exilic"
material. Form criticism in and of itself does not warrant
a late date for the hope passage. John Hayes, a form
critic, says, "the material should be considered authentic
to the prophet Amos" [41]. This would imply that Hayes
believes the prophet did indeed speak the hope passage.
Consequently, he stands in disagreement with Wolff who
believes it originated after the exile.
Anderson and Freedman claim that Amos' theology of the
Lord is passed down from Moses [42]. Thus, they make it
clear they do not believe ethical monotheism originated with
Amos. This reveals that they believe in revelational
developmental theology which was passed on to Amos. Usually
when the scholars of this time show they believe in
revelational developmental theology, they also are not
primarily concerned with discussing the book as a whole.
Anderson and Freedman are primarily concerned with the book
as it stands and in a discussion of the book as a whole
[43].
These men are very thorough in their handling of the
text. However, they are inconsistent in their understanding
of the hope passage. They comment that "in spite of the
total inflexibility of the final position, there must always
have been the chance of a last-minute Divine reversal" [44].
They precede this statement with their substantiation. They
point out that the prophet successfully intervened twice on
behalf of the people. As a direct consequence of this, they
surmise that, "Amos, after all, had already achieved such a
reversal twice, and in spite of repeated assurances to the
contrary, or because of them, the prophet could sense the
possibility, however remote, that things might be otherwise"
[45].
In the present writer's opinion, about 240 pages later,
they contradict themselves. They also believe the hope
passage was produced by an editor "much later" [46]. This
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seems inconsistent to the present writer. The present
writer considers there to be a difference between an editor
producing a new issue [47] and an editor producing authentic
Amos material not previously contained within the text. And
it indicates to him that theologically they are trying to
read the possibility of salvation back into the original
message even though they believe the evidence does not
support it.
Mays claims that the hope passage is post-exilic and
was added "to let the broken community hear the full counsel
of God" [48]. It seems as though he is drawing the same
conclusions that Freedman and Anderson are in the sense that
he does not believe the evidence supports the hope passage
to be authentic Amos (whether recorded during Amos' lifetime
or spoken by Amos and later added by an editor), yet finds
himself in a theological dilemma when "the full counsel of
God" is missing from the (authentic) text. It seems as
though Mays, along with Freedman and Anderson, have no way
to justify the text not supporting their theological
positions. All three believe the hope passage is absolutely
necessary to be theologically consistent yet they do not
believe the prophet uttered these words. This would imply
to the present writer that these men's theology is being
shaped more by the present text than by the one they believe
to be the original. This would support Childs' position
that it was the written text which shaped the community's
theology, not the event recorded by the text.
Mays also identifies a Deuteronomic editor in the title
(1:1) [49]. He substantiates this with two criteria.
First, he points out that it is dated by identifying
contemporary kings. Second, he claims that because the
Judean king (Uzziah) is listed first, it "betrays a Judean
point of view" [50]. Amos claims to be Judean. So, it
would seem that this conclusion, from this evidence is
unnecessary. There is no reason to believe this was a later
addition based on it having been written from a Judean point
of view.
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Childs lays out his evidence that the move from the
Hebrew text to the Septuagint was a result of the political
scene, which he disregards as not an adequate reason to
discard the Hebrew text as primary [51]. He then explains
that the Masoretic Text was developed within the community
of faith [52]. He concludes that because of these issues
(and many others which will not be examined here), the text
must be viewed primarily and ultimately as the canon of the
community of faith.
This seems to have two primary presuppositions. First,
the revelation of God continued to grow for the people of
God. It grew through continued revelation, one example
being the visions which Amos saw- Mays would agree that
there was a continuum of revelation given to the people.
One example would be where he points out that the meaning of
the plumb-line was not "inferred by Amos, but disclosed by
Yahweh" [53].
Revelation also grew through their (Israel) continued
exposure and examination of what had already been revealed.
An example of this is how an idea of justice and
righteousness, even covenant laid behind Amos' message.
The second presupposition would seem to be that the
people of God have consistently considered the scriptures as
relevant. The second presupposition causes some trouble
when one believes that there are some scriptures, because of
their form, that are no longer relevant. This is the
criticism Childs lays upon Wolff as Wolff insists biblical
revelation is "time-conditioned and situation-oriented"
[54].
As already mentioned, the presuppositions of Mays,
Anderson, and Freedman seem to cause problems for them when
they try to supply the theological framework for Amos. As
mentioned already, they claim the authentic work of Amos
does not include the whole counsel of God. Consequently, it
was the work of the editors to include the hope passage in
order to supply the missing portion of God's message to His
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people. The present writer sees difficulty in harmonizing
that position.
STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES
For the most part, these have already been identified
in one way or another. But it would be helpful to approach
them again more explicitly at this point.
As a weakness, it would seem Wolff is too rigid in his
categories. His method consequently is incomplete. Childs
points this out in the fact that Wolff holds insistently to
an idea of this text that will not allow it much, if any,
transcendence of space and time beyond that which brought
about each speech. Even Hayes, another form critic, does
not limit the text in such a way.
A strength for Wolff is the fact that he has done much
historical study and this is absolutely vital for Old
Testament studies. He presents a vast amount of his
findings within his work which is helpful to any reader.
Mays' primary weakness is he presents conclusions that
are unnecessary, given the claims of the text. Because of
his presuppositions about the editors he comes up with an
understanding of the text which is unnecessary. The passage
(1:1) could easily be accepted on its own. The speeches
were given by a Judean, from a Judean point of view. And
then someone added the phrase "two years before the
earthquake", which easily could have been Amos himself.
Mays does point to the fact that some sort of covenant
was in Amos' mind when he declared "Israel, my people" (7:8)
[55]. And this is vital for the development of their
national identity as a covenant people who have a history
with God concomitant with significant revelation spanning
that history.
Anderson and Freedman have one weakness that will be
addressed. They seem to have a theological agenda that
rises from the present overall message of the text which
they somehow try to read back into the thoughts of Amos even
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though they do not believe he spoke about the hope of
salvation and restoration. This is derived from their
statements concerning the hope passage. They write, "in
spite of the total inflexibility of the final position,
there must always have been the chance of a last-minute
Divine reversal" [56] . Yet they also place the hope passage
by an editor "much later" [57].
They also have one primary strength. Not only are they
extremely thorough in the method, they fully believe the
text should ultimately be read as it stands, as a complete
unit in itself [58].
Childs also is extremely thorough. Childs does his
historical research similar to Wolff. Childs does his form
analysis, his redaction analysis, but does not leave the
text at that point. Childs has found a possible answer to
modern critical studies. He allows for the fact that the
text has been found within and used by a community of faith.
He claims this is the final piece of evidence. He claims
the text must ultimately be interpreted for relevance in
guiding and shaping this community of faith. Childs seems
to be in line with more than one tradition. He seems to be
in line with the synagogue as well as the critic. The
scriptures have traditionally been seen as having a
particular canonical relationship with the people of God.
And Childs does not try to remove that and make it primarily
an academic exercise, nor even a theologically academic
exercise. He keeps to his primary point, that this document
is to be viewed within the corpus of the canon of the people
of God.
SUMMARY
Different methods of study have been discussed. These
include form criticism, literary criticism, and canonical
criticism. Several of the findings of these methods have
been mentioned. And as a consequence a handful of
presuppositions have been revealed and subsequently
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discussed. it has been shown that certain presuppositions
will result in particular interpretations. Mays' view of
the title verse is an example. It was shown that when one
comes to the text having already determined there has been
an editorial development, it is possible to draw unnecessary
conclusions. This was the case with his description of the
"editor" of the title clearly being Judean. This was
unnecessary because the text claims to have been delivered
by a Judean.
There was shown some evidence of very thorough work by
these scholars. All of them are thorough within their
chosen methodologies. And the present writer explained some
of his presuppositions. An example is the present writer
agrees with Anderson and Freedman that the text ultimately
must be viewed as a complete literary product which has a
message of its own. This causes the present writer to
disagree with Wolff who works primarily with the individual
per icopes .
Another example is the present writer agrees with
Childs that the text must be viewed from the stand point of
it being part of a canon which gives instruction and
guidance to the people of God. Childs seems to be alone in
this understanding among these particular scholars.
Finally, some strengths and weaknesses were discussed.
It was shown that there were strengths and weaknesses within
the methods and within presuppositions according to the
present writer.
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CHAPTER FIVE
SUMMARY
This study has seen fourteen works on Amos 7-9 examined
in some detail. They were written by fifteen scholars.
These were not the only works examined but they were the
ones examined in some detail. The time period spanned from
1850-1990- Several different methods which have been
developed were included.
There were two men, Davidson and Smith, who sacrificed
presenting their exegetical evidence and preferred to
present more exposition. This was probably because of the
series for whom they wrote, because they did include some of
their detailed exegesis. Sellin and Childs were studied
from their Introductions. Even though they did not give a
full presentation of their work, they did provide glimpses
to their methods and exegesis. The others gave significant
detail to presenting their exegesis.
Of all these scholars, Keil was the only one that
disregarded the scientific method. During the 1850-1890
period, it was noticed that higher critical issues were
discussed and either embraced or disregarded. The primary
one was Amos was a product of more than one hand, and
possibly several. During the 1890-1940 period, it was
noticed that these scholars began with the assumption that
Amos was a product of more than one author. It was
interesting to see what previously was considered an option
to be embraced or rejected actually become a presupposition.
This presupposition was then carried into the 1940-1990
period .
It was shown that the emphases changed over time. In
the 1850-1890 period, there was considerably more dialogue
with others about the meaning of passages. They also spent
more time in comparative semitics to discern the meaning of
words. Arabic was the most frequently checked. The
emphasis was different for the 1890-1940 scholars. They
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spent the vast majority of their time in text critical
issues trying to arrive at what they believed would be the
best Masoretic Text. This they believed (inferred by the
present writer) would produce the best text of Amos.
In the 1940-1990 period the emphasis changed again.
These scholars worked with some comparative semitics when
they thought them to be relevant. They did a few text
critical inguiries. But their emphasis became the imposing
of different methods upon the text to derive more
information. This can be seen with form criticism,
redaction criticism, literary criticism, and canonical
criticism .
These methods built upon the previous work (1850-1940)
seemed to be the best way to objectively study the text.
Literary criticism produced great insights to the literary
structure of the text. Form criticism produced vast
information about the event which gave rise to the
proclamation. And canonical criticism reminded us that the
text is found historically within the canon of the people of
God and should ultimately be interpreted within the context
of canon.
As a result of all these methodologies, there arose a
better understanding of some presuppositions. When one
looks at the way these scholars understand the hope passage,
their ideas of transcendence/inspiration/revelation can be
identified to some extent. This also surfaces when there is
a discussion on whether or not Amos originated "ethical
monotheism" .
There was a surfacing of subjectivity in these methods
and presuppositions. The most obvious of these instances
was with the form critics. When two scholars apply the same
procedure it would be assumed that they would agree on major
issues. However, one claimed the hope passage was authentic
Amos material, while the other claimed it originated with an
editor after the exile. Another example is within those who
emphasized text critical issues. One claims the language
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identifies the hope passage as late, whereas the other
states the language identifies it as authentic Amos,
especially because it does not have a developed presentation
of a personal messiah.
All of this brings comfort to and challenges the
present writer. It brings comfort in the sense that he
finds he is not the only one who brings subjectivity to his
interpretation of the text. And it challenges because these
men have spent vastly more time in the text, studying the
historical context, conversing with others over these
issues, and trying to remove their subjectivity. The
present writer is just beginning these tasks.
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